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PER CURIAM.

Defendant gppedls as of right from the trid court’s judgment of divorce. Specificdly, she
chdlengesthetria court’s disposition of the marital estate. We affirm.

We review atrid court’s findings of fact for clear error. Sparks v Sparks 440 Mich 141,
149-151; 485 NW2d 893 (1992). A finding is clearly erroneous if, after areview of the entire record,
the reviewing court is left with the “definite and firm conviction” that a mistake was made. Beason v
Beason, 435 Mich 791, 805; 460 NW2d 207 (1989); Draggoo v Draggoo, 223 Mich App 415,
429; 566 NW2d 642 (1997). If the trid court's findings of fact are upheld, then we must decide
whether the dispogitiond ruling was fair and equitable in light of those facts, and we will affirm unlesswe
have a firm conviction that the divison was inequitable. Sands v Sands, 442 Mich 30, 34; 497 Nwad
493 (1993); Sparks, supra at 151-152; Welling v Welling, 233 Mich App 708, 709; 592 NW2d 822
(1999).

Defendant first contends that the trid court improperly invaded her separate assets and
inequitably digtributed the marital assets when it credited plaintiff with a $50,000 adjustment to his
obligation to defendant in the settlement. We disagree.

The god in gpportioning the maritdl edtate is to reach an equitable divison in light of dl the
circumstances.  Byington v Byington, 224 Mich App 103, 114; 568 NW2d 141 (1997). To reach an
equitable divison, the court should consder a variety of factors, including the duration of the marriage,
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each party’s contribution to the marital estate, sation in life, earning &bility, age, hedth, needs, fault or
past misconduct, and any other equitable circumstance. McDougal v McDougal, 451 Mich 80, 89;
545 NW2d 357 (1996); Sparks, supra at 158-160; Byington, supra at 114-115. While the parties
need not receive mathematicaly equa shares, the court must explain any sgnificant departure from
congruence. Knowles v Knowles, 185 Mich App 497, 501; 462 NwW2d 777 (1990). Although
marital assets are subject to division, the court generally may not invade separate assets’ Reeves v
Reeves, 226 Mich App 490, 494; 575 NW2d 1 (1997). However, the court should consider assets
earned during the marriage as part of the marital estate. Byington, supra at 110.

The trid court made determinations regarding the parties separate assets as required under
Reeves, supra at 494; Byington, supra a 114 n 10. The trid court then ordered a deduction of
$50,000 to the sum due from plaintiff to defendant to settle the edtate, sating that it found that a
congruent division of the estate “was not fair and equitable in this case” The court found that because
defendant was able to preserve her separate estate, and alow it to accumulate consderable vaue while
plaintiff’s separate estate was used for the marriage, fairness dictated that plaintiff, too, should get some
benefit for the appreciaion he forwent by contributing his separate assets to the marita estate. Thus,
the court’s departure from a congruent divison of the estate was explicitly judtified by the rdative
contributions of the parties to the marital estate, the circumstances of the parties, and genera principles
of equity.> Sparks, supra at 159-160.

We disagree with defendant’s contention that the digpostion congtituted an invasion of her
separae assets. Although the trid court’s departure from a congruent diposition left defendant with a
smaler separate estate following the decree of divorce than she would have enjoyed from an entirely
congruent disposition, the digposition did not affect her separately held assets. We decline to hold that
every incongruent dispostion that works againgt a party with separate assets condtitutes an invasion of
those separate assets. We therefore conclude that the tria court’s disposition of the appreciation of the
home was fair and equitable.

Defendant aso contends that the trid court should have divided the approximately one hundred
drawings and house plans plaintiff made for cusom home clients. The trid court found, and the parties
agreed, that the drawings could not be given a monetary vaue in ther then current condition. We find
no clear error in the court’s determination of vaue. Beason, supra at 805; Draggoo, supra at 429.
The court awarded the drawings to plaintiff, in connection with his business corporation. At the hearing
on defendant’ s motion to redefine the opinion, the tria court further clarified its conclusion and reiterated
thet it awarded the drawings to plaintiff because they were logically connected to the business. In light
of these facts, we conclude that the court’ s diposition of the drawings was fair and equitable.

Affirmed.
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1 A spouse's separate estate can be opened for redistribution when one of two statutorily crested
exceptions is met. MCL 552.23 and 552.401; MSA 25.103 and 25.136. We need not consider the
applicability of these statutes because we ultimately conclude that the trid court did not invade plaintiff's
Separate estate.

2 We note that the court might have further justified the departure from congruence by considering the
raively more advanced age of plantiff, hisrdativey fewer remaining years of employahility, hislack of
aretirement plan, and genera principles of equity. Id.



